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The election of 
Barack Obama 


tremors along the racial fault-lines 





enator Barack Obama’s election 
victory has changed everything 
about presidential politics in the 
United States. He ran an 
ageressively different kind of 
campaign, relying on the internet for a 
ground-up mobilisation of 
contributions and votes. He carried the 
southern states of North Carolina and 
Virginia, a feat not equalled by any 
Democratic candidate in several 
decades. His coat tails were long 
enough to help elect Democrats further 
down the ticket. He is obviously an 
intellectual, in sharp contrast to the 
Republicans who preceded him. 
And yes, he is considered black, his 
family is black, and the “first family” of 
the United States of America is no 
longer of the white-skinned 
persuasion. The earth has shaken and 
an epochal transformation is upon us. 
Or is it? As that old folk epigram 
tells us, the more things change the 
more they stay the same. The most 
recent issue of the Annals of Family 
Medicine, for example, addressed the 
thorny issue of racial disparities in 
medical coverage. It reported a study 
that showed that 8,000 more black 
people die each year from uncontrolled 
blood pressure than whites. It found 
that “while improving access to health 
care” would help alleviate the racial 
disparity in cardiovascular disease, 
much more needed to be done to close 
the gap. In a similar fashion, the 
Metropolitan Chicago Breast Cancer 
Task Force released data in October 
that black women in that city are less 
likely than white women to get 
mammograms, are less likely to have 
access to quality treatment, and have a 
116% greater chance of dying from 
breast cancer. Other disparities will 
likely prove even more intractable, and 





“Searchlight Exzra | December 2008 | 2 


By Leonard Zeskind 


narrowing the difference in life 
expectancy between white people and 
people of colour will require tackling a 
host of social issues. 

The US Census Bureau’s 2007 
population survey showed a clear 
hierarchy in median income, with white 
households at $54,920 (£37,500) a year 
enjoying a $21,000 advantage over 
black households at $33,916. Almost a 
quarter (24.5%) of the total black 
population survives below the poverty 
line compared to 8.2% of white people. 
That is black people are three times 
more likely than white people to live in 
poverty. And when black people and 
white people are equally qualified for a 
job, discrimination continues. A 2003 
study in Milwaukee of hiring practices 
of applicants with identical resumés and 
who presented themselves to 
prospective employers in exactly the 
same manner found that whites with 
prison records were more likely to be 
called for a job interview than blacks 
without a prison record, 17% against 
14%. This tally of grim data could go 
on and on, swamping any simple notion 
that Obama's victory on 4 November 
has brought us to the shores of a newly 
“post-racial” United States of America. 

Indeed, complicated and competing 
elements were at work during this 
election cycle. A deteriorating 
economy, an unnecessary war in Iraq 
and the unending usurpation of the 
public virtue by George W Bush, Dick 
Cheney and their cronies produced a 
significant popular opposition. 

While the Republican Party’s brand of 
official conservatism hit a dead end this 
year, more radical versions of Christian 
nationalism and anti-immigrant 
nativism will still motivate a definable 
and undiminished core constituency 
well into the future. The white 


monopoly on the presidency may have 
been broken, but white nationalists had 
long ago decided that the state 
apparatus was no longer theirs to 
control. “Obama is no more of a danger 
to the interests of the White American 
than Hillary Clinton or John McCain,” 
as the former Ku Klux Klan leader 
David Duke put it in one of his many 
jeremiads about the supposedly Jewish 
control of the world. 

And yes, race, class, gender, religion 
and region all figured in this process, 
from the first Democratic Party 
primaries until the last votes were 
counted on election night. After all, 
it was the caucus-goers in 
overwhelmingly white lowa who 
handed Obama his first victory in the 
primaries, thus enabling black voters in 
South Carolina to pull their votes away 
from Hillary Clinton and not feel as if 
supporting Obama would waste their 
ballot on a no-win black “protest” 
candidate. It was Geraldine Ferraro, a 
former congresswoman and the 
Democratic Party’s 1984 candidate for 
vice-president, who expressed her 
resentment of Obama’s edge in the 
primaries in explicitly racial terms. 

“If Obama was a white man, he would 
not be in this position. And if he was a 
woman of any colour, he would not be 
in this position,” she told a California 
newspaper. When criticised for her 
remarks she responded, “I will not be 
discriminated against because I’m 
white”. Perennial third party candidate 
Ralph Nader, once known as a 
consumer advocate but now considered 
simply an ego-driven spoiler, added 
that Obama was just trying to “talk 
white” and “appeal to white guilt”. 

Apparently, Ferraro and Nader both 
discounted the idea that Obama was 
articulating an attractive ideal of 
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Important dates in 
American history 


ee) 
1619 - First Africans brought — > ¥ 
to the British colony at er { 


Jamestown, Virginia where 
i \ 
1807 - Congress ends 


they became indenture 
‘ +. 
slave trade, but not slavery. | ge é 
y 


1641 — Chattel slavery 
for Africans begins in the 
colony of Massachusetts 

and spreads from there. 


1834 - Slavery 
abolished in the 


servants. 
‘ British Empire. 


1857 - Inthe 
Dred Scott 
(pictured) case 
the Supreme 
Court decides 
that no black 
person (free or slave) has 


any rights that a white 
@ # Person must respect. 


A 
Over 180,000 black 
soldiers served in 
the union army 
during the Civil War 


1860 - Civil War begins and 
southern slaves begin running 
toward the Union lines creating 
a debilitating labour shortage in 
the Confederate rear guard. 











1863 — President Lincoln 
(pictured) signs the 
Emancipation Proclamation 
which frees the slaves in most 
areas of the Confederate states. 





1865 — 
Thirteenth 

Amendment to 

the Constitution abolishes slavery. 


1866 - Fourteenth 
Amendment guarantees 
the rights of citizenship to 
all those born in the 
United States. 


1867 - Reconstruction begins in 
the former Confederacy as former 
slaves, protected by Union troops, 
win elections to public office, 
begin to own property and obtain 
a public education. 


1896 — Supreme 
Court decides 
Plessy v Ferguson, 
legitimising Jim 
Crow segregation 
and delimiting the 
purview of the 
Fourteenth 
Amendment. 


1965 - Voting Rights 
Act signed into law. 





























Republican 
Rutherford B. Hayes 
and Democrat 
Samuel J. Tilden 


1877 — Union troops are 
withdrawn from the South 
as part of the Hayes-Tilden 
compromise. 


1954 — Supreme Court 
decides Brown v Topeka Board 
of Education, overturning the 
Plessy decision and 
reestablishing the scope of 
the Fourteenth Amendment. 












1972 - Shirley 
Chisholm, a 
black congress- 
552, woman from 
Ze, New York, 
runs for president in 
the Democratic Party 


primaries. 


1984 — Jesse Jackson, a one- 
time colleague of Rev Dr Martin 
Luther King Jr, runs for president 
in the Democratic Party 
primaries and wins support 
among white farmers and trade 
unionists. He repeats the 
process in 1988. 
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American people-hood, and that he 
was winning votes based on an 
enthusiastic multiracial constituency 
organised into a precision-tuned well 
oiled political machine. As to white 
voters, they were divided and 
conflicted. Campaign workers 
repeatedly found white people who 
could name the advantages of an 
Obama presidency, one benefit after 
another, but then drew back from the 
conclusion that they should vote for 
him. He was a Muslim, they would say; 
or if they were more forthright, they 
would simply say they could not vote 
for him because he was a n*™***r. 
Others were drawn to Obama without 
reference to particular policies or 
issues, but by the power of his rhetoric 
imagination and the appeal of a new 
life for old America ideals. 

Indeed, pollsters consistently found 
that Obama suffered a six to eight 
point disadvantage because he was not 
white. A New York Times-CBS poll in 
July found that 19% of white 
respondents said that most people they 
knew would not vote for a black 
presidential candidate. Asked whether 
they “personally” would vote for a black 
president, 5% of whites said “no”. 

This remarkably candid confession 
should be regarded differently than the 
6% of black people who answered the 
question in the same way. For whites it 
as an open statement of avowed racism. 
(Searchlight readers should regard 
these numbers, one in 20, as the natural 
social base for any enlarged white 
nationalist movement in the future.) 

On a similar note, a poll conducted 
for Associated Press and Yahoo during 
the last week of August and the first 
week in September, found that at least 
40% of white people admitted to 
having some sort of negative stereotype 
view of black people. That number 
included about one third of the white 
people who call themselves Democrats. 

The Republican rightwing attack 
machine attempted to take advantage 
of this situation by constructing 
Obama as a (racial) “Other”. 

The usual assortment of political 
committees launched libels of every 


CHANGE 
VE NEED 


The right of black people to vote was finally secured 
after along and difficult struggle. In the early 1960s, the 
black freedom movement mounted a concerted effort 
to register people to vote and for that effort their 
churches were burned, their bodies were beaten and 
too many lives were lost. 

Although the murdered were too many to name all of 
them here, we must remember that on 12 June 1963, a 
sniper assassinated Medgar Evers, Mississippi field 
secretary for the National Association for the 
Advancement of Colored People (NAACP), as he walked 
to the front door of his house. 

On 15 September 1963, four young back girls - Addie 
Mae Collins, Carole Robertson, Cynthia Wesley and 
Denise McNair - died in the bombing of the Sixteenth 
Street Baptist Church in Birmingham, Alabama. 





Medgar Evers memorial march in Los Angeles 1963 
photo: Courtesy of Dept of Special Collections/UCLA Library 


rights activists attempting to march from Selma to 
Montgomery for voting rights. The most badly beaten 
was a young man named John Lewis, now a 
congressman from Atlanta. 

On election night 2008 Congressman Lewis, reacting 
to Barack Obama's victory, told a reporter: “I feel grateful 
that | am still here to witness this unbelievable moment. 
That we have come such a distance in such a short time 


Michael Schwerner, James Chaney and Andrew 
Goodman were murdered in Mississippi and their 
bodies buried and not discovered until 4 August 1964. 

On 7 March 1965 Alabama state troopers beat civil 


stripe. In addition to the usual charges 
that Obama was a tax-and-spend 
liberal who opposed gun ownership 
and supported abortion, McCain's 
running mate, Sarah Palin, took every 
possible opportunity to claim that 
their opponent was un-American, that 
he palled around with terrorists and 
that he was not like people like “us”. 
And then there was the thread of 
claims that Barack Hussein Obama 
was actually a Muslim, as if that false 
charge alone should disqualify him for 
the presidency. Among everyday white 
people in the Midwest and South, the 
myth that Obama was a secret 
Muslim terrorist was so widespread 
and repeated so often, it became part 
of the common sense vocabulary of 
the campaign. In the Jewish 
community, a host of Republican 
leaders tried to scare the otherwise 
Democratic Jews with stories about 
Obama's alleged sympathy for an Arab 
cause against Israel. 





Election night exit polling 
Despite this round-the-clock smear 
campaign, Barack Obama handily won 
the vote count on election night and 
carried the Electoral College, which 
actually picks the president. According 
to exit polls conducted for CNN, he 
significantly increased his slice of the 
white electorate nationally compared to 
past Democratic presidential 
candidates: 41% of white men voted for 
Obama and 46% of white women. 
Obama won 78% of the Jewish vote 
and 67% of the Hispanic vote. 
Trade unionists voted for Obama at 
61%. While he took 66% of voters 
under 30 years old overall, he won 54% 
of whites in that age bracket — 12 to 
14% more than among whites in the 
over-30 brackets. In fact, he won 69% 
of first-time voters, a result that might 
augur well for Democrats in the future. 
When breaking down the white vote 
by income and education — the two 
signifiers sometimes used to correlate 
with prejudice - Obama did better, at 
47%, with those making under $50,000 
than his 43% with those making more 
than that amount. He did less well 
among white voters with a high school 
education, 40%, than among those with 
a college education at 47%. And in 
perhaps the most significant piece of 
data from national polling, Obama won 
70% of the votes of those who reported 
that their economic condition had 
suffered during the previous four years. 
While this figure was nor parsed by race, 
it added to the evidence that white 


to create a truly multiracial democratic society. 
America is a different nation, a better nation with 
different people, better people. 

“[we can] lay down our dark past for a bright future.’ 


people did not blame the more darkly 
hued Obama for their economic distress. 
Instead, they asked him for solutions. 

Underneath these very hopeful 
numbers, however, the shape of future 
conflicts can be seen in state-level exit 
polls. For example, in Alabama, which 
McCain won, only 9% of white men 
and 12% of white women voted for 
Obama. While young white people 
under 30 voted for him in slightly 
higher numbers, 13%, the differential 
was small enough safely to be ignored 
when considering the fate of that 
state’s politics. 

In Virginia, which Obama won, 
some numbers were closer to the 
national averages. According to the 
CNN exit poll, 70% of the voters were 
white. Of those, 39% voted for Obama 
and 60% for McCain. A greater 
percentage of white women voted for 
Obama than of white men: 40% to 
37%. Young white people under 
30 voted for Obama at 42%, while 
those in every other age group voted 
for him at 38%. While the youth factor 
seemed to matter nationally, in 
southern states the differential seemed 
to matter much less. Three or four 
percentage points of difference now 
should not be considered significant in 
the long run. Even in Virginia, a simple 
majority of white people voted for 
McCain. Nevertheless, the minority of 
white voters that did support Obama 
was large enough to change the terrain 
on which the battles of the future will 
be fought. ~<a 
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Nativism 


and Election 2008 


By Devin Burghart 


ovember's results gave lots of 
reasons to be hopeful, but for 
human rights supporters, 
election-day euphoria may 
quickly give way to the cold reality of an 
uncertain future for real immigration 
reform under a new administration. 

The widely reported failure of nativism 
as a wedge issue, combined with high 
profile defeats of a few nativist 
candidates, leaves the initial impression 
that nativism is waning. But a closer look 
reveals a much more complex picture. 
We're back where we were after the 2006 
election, with nativists — those openly 
expressing antipathy towards 
immigration = still forming a sizable bloc 
of the opposition and feeling pretty 
good about the future. 

Nowhere did pro-immigrant 
supporters have more to celebrate than 
in the battleground state of 
Pennsylvania, where the rise of a small- 
town mayor who pledged to turn his city 
into “the toughest place on illegal 
immigrants in America” came to a 
crashing halt. 

In 2006, Mayor Lou Barletta convinced 
the city council of Hazelton to approve a 
law to deny housing to undocumented 
immigrants and deny business permits to 
companies that employ them. With the 
help of nativist groups in Washington, 
Barletta quickly became the standard- 
bearer for a national charge to get local 
governments to adopt similar laws. 

When Barletta announced his desire to 
take a shot at Pennsylvania's 11th US 
congressional district seat, his campaign 
was supposed to be one of the GOP's 
[Grand Old Party — the Republicans] best 
chances for picking up a House seat. 
National nativist groups quickly poured 
cash into Barletta’s campaign. 

Tom Tancredo’s Team America Political 
Action Committee (PAC) contributed 
$4,500 (£3,000) and the anti-immigrant 
US Immigration Reform PAC (USIRP) 
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donated an additional $4,000 for the 
rematch against Paul Kanjorski, the 
12-term Democrat from the coal region 
of northeastern Pennsylvania. 

Economic crisis, unemployment and 
two wars dominated public attention in 
the district, but Barletta kept trying to 
pivot to immigration. He even 
campaigned with Joey Vento, the owner 
of Philadelphia's famed Geno's Steaks, 
who made headlines after posting a sign 
demanding that customers who 
frequent his neon-drenched cheese 
steak stand speak English. As the race 
entered the home stretch, Barletta held a 
small lead in the polls. 

In the end, Barletta lost 48% against 
52%. He failed at the ballot box, but 
succeeded in pulling his opponent 
rightwards. Back on Capitol Hill, Kanjorski 
spurned the Democratic leadership by 
aiding a Republican-pushed harsh 
immigration enforcement bill, and on 
the campaign trail he adopted much 
harsher language towards immigrants. 

Barletta wasn't the only loser. 
Thankfully, this time nativism as a wedge 
tactic flopped. The pro-immigrant group 
America's Voice reports that of the 
21 competitive races where Republican 
candidates spotlighted their Democratic 
opponent's immigration positions, in 
19 races (including Barletta’s) the pro- 
immigration reform candidate won. 

Among the other significant defeated 
challengers, dairy magnate Jim Oberweis 
lost in the Illinois 14th district. Oberweis is 
an anti-immigrant stalwart. He sits on the 
board of the influential anti-immigrant 
NumbersUSA Education and Research 
Foundation and received campaign 
contributions from nativist PACs. A few 
anti-immigrant incumbents were also 
defeated, most notably Colorado 
congresswoman Marilyn Musgrave and 
Senator Elizabeth Dole of North Carolina. 

Despite those high profile losses, the 
nativist bloc in Congress, the House 





Hazleton Mayor Lou Barletta (left) campaigns 
with Senator Rick Santorum in 2006 
(below) Tom Tancredo 


Immigration Reform Caucus (HIRO), 
finished the 2008 election almost exactly 
where it was at the end of the 2006 
election — a major potential obstruction. 

Going into this year's election, the HIRC 
swelled to 114 members: 106 
Republicans and eight Democrats. 
Fourteen members, including HIRC 
founder Tancredo, did not seek 
re-election. Despite the failure of nativism 
as a wedge, only ten HIRC members lost 
their seats. Ninety-one HIRC members 
will be returning to Congress, just one shy 
of the 92 who survived the 2006 election. 

With a 90% electoral success rate, 

73 of the 90 co-sponsors of the Birthright 
Citizenship Act of 2007 will be returning 
(nine didn't run again, seven lost). 

The Bill would gut a core clause of the 
14th Amendment, a cornerstone of 
American civil rights. 

Over in the Senate, the recently 
formed corollary to the HIRC, the US 
Senate Border Security Caucus, remained 
small but largely intact. Eleven SBSC 
members went into the election. At least 


nine will be returning to the Senate: four 
winning re-election and five not up this 
time. The only loss was Elizabeth Dole. 
Saxby Chambliss did not get enough 
votes in Georgia to win outright and 

will have to compete in a runoff election 
in December. 

The SBSC will have to contend with 
five newly elected senators supportive of 
immigration reform: Kay Hagan (North 
California), Jeanne Shaheen (New 
Hampshire), Mark Udall (Colorado), 

Tom Udall (New Mexico), and 
Mark Warner (Virginia). 

With Democratic successes this year, 
the likelihood of the HIRC and SBSC 
passing anti-immigrant legislation is 





lower, but the bloc has the potential to 
stall or cripple good legislation. 

In courting influence, nativist groups 
had varying return from the $180,124 
total they threw at the election. Of the 
congressional races to which the nativist 
US Immigration Reform PAC contributed, 
six won (five were incumbents), while 
four challenger candidates lost. 

Their congressional contributions were 
down this year, with nearly a third of 
contributions going to nativist 
candidates in the Republican presidential 
primaries. Team America PAC split, with 
seven wins, seven losses and one still too 
close to call (five incumbents, six 
challengers, four open seats). They didn't 
actually give any money, but candidates 
supported by the Americans for Legal 
Immigration PAC didn't fare well, with six 
losses, two wins, and one still too close to 
call (five of the nine were incumbents). 

The two largest factions of the nativist 
vigilante Minutemen gave up entirely on 
congressional races and set their political 
sights on Barack Obama. The Declaration 
Alliance Minuteman Civil Defense Corps 
PAC spent $46,258 on direct mail attacks 
against Obama, and the Minuteman PAC 
also spent $58,266 on anti-Obama mail. 

The unnerving strength of the 


nativist bloc in Congress is one reason 
why anti-immigrant groups don't 
appear to be too worried these days. 
Another reason: president-elect 
Obama's first appointment. 

“Obama's selection of Rahm Emanuel 
as his chief of staff actually bodes well for 
immigration [foes],’ Mark Krikorian of the 
anti-immigrant think-tank Center for 
Immigration Studies, told the 
conservative National Review Online. 

During the campaign, Obama 
promised to put forward comprehensive 
immigration reform in the first one 
hundred days of his administration. 

The Emanuel pick makes that appear less 
likely. Last year, Emanuel complained, 
“there is no way this legislation 
[comprehensive immigration reform] is 
happening in the Democratic House, in 
the Democratic Senate, in the 
Democratic presidency, in the first term”. 

While Rep. Emanuel has a solid 
immigration voting record, last year he 
raised alarms among immigrant rights 
supporters when he told the Washington 
Post, “For the American people, and 
therefore all of us, [immigration] 
emerged as the third rail of American 
politics. And anyone who doesn't realise 
that isn’t with the American people’ 

And it was Emanuel who pushed 
Democrats in vulnerable “frontline” 
districts to vote for the draconian anti- 
immigrant Sensenbrenner Bill in 2005. 

Putting the nativist spin on the 
Obama victory, Roy Beck of 
NumbersUSA argued that the economic 
crisis would force the new president to 
abandon his promises, claiming, 
“Whatever the Obama campaign may 
have said about immigration before the 
stock market crash, his priorities have 
clearly changed and immigration policy 
will have to serve his top priority of 
getting American workers back into 
jobs that offer decent wages and 
benefits, especially health insurance.’ 

Dan Stein of the Federation for 
American Immigration Reform (FAIR), the 
oldest and arguably most influential anti- 
immigrant group, continued the theme 
by casting nativism as the only choice, “To 
the extent that Senator Obama received a 
mandate, it is to put government back on 
the side of working Americans. A critical 
component of an economic recovery 
plan for struggling workers must be to set 
rational limits on immigration, enforce 
laws against employing illegal aliens, and 
resist calls for more guest workers.” 

A look at state-level contests shows 
mixed results. 

Like the federal results, discernibly 
nativist incumbents in state races were 
overwhelmingly returned to office. 
Going into the election, the FAIR front 
group State Legislators for Legal 
Immigration (SILLI) had 61 legislators 


from 33 different states. Post-election, 
48 SILLI members remain in office (39 
won re-election, nine had terms that 
weren't up, nine lost, and nine did not 
seek re-election). 

A well meaning, hugely symbolic, 
Florida ballot measure put forward by 
the state legislature to delete 
discriminatory constitutional language 
left over from a previous ugly period of 
American nativism went down to defeat. 
The Florida Constitution provides that 
equal rights are for all, but creates a 
glaring exception for “aliens ineligible for 
citizenship’, who could be stripped of the 
right to own property. The exception 
dates back to the dawn of the twentieth 
century when Asian-American 
immigrants were commonly viewed as 
the “Yellow Peril” The measure was 
defeated 47.9% to 52.1%. 

On a positive note, on Long Island 
where anti-immigrant sentiment 
simmered for years, FAIR attempted to 
get one of its own elected, but was 
rebuffed by voters. Long-time FAIR 
organiser Jim Staudenraus ran for the 
New York Assembly, but was defeated by 
a wide margin. 

The election of 1964 provided 
President Johnson the opportunity to 
deliver on the years of struggle by the 
Civil Rights Movement. Johnson's 
mandate helped pass a series of 
transformational Civil Rights laws, 
including the 1965 Immigration Act, 
which made the United States a more 
just and diverse nation. 

Those changes paved the way for an 
Obama victory. To keep the hope of 
change in immigration policy alive and 
to help president-elect Obama to deliver 
on his promise, immigrant rights groups 
have scheduled a march on Washington 
DC for 21 January 2009, one day after the 
president Obama is sworn into office. 

The crushing defeat of Barry 
Goldwater in the 1964 presidential 
election also laid the foundation 
for the conservative revolution. 
It's too early to tell if the 
nativists in Congress will be 
able to shape the future 
direction of the GOP but their 
numbers, network and electoral 
success rate give them a strong 
inside track. 

In conjunction with a 
vibrant immigrant 
rights movement 
pushing for more 
just and humane 
policy, a sustained 
and engaged effort 
will be necessary to 
keep nativists from 
expanding their base 
and tarnishing the 
American promise. ~<a 
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Taking on 
raceinthe 
workplace 


If you think America ought to keep going in the 
same direction George Bush and Dick Cheney 
have been taking us in stand up. 


Now, stand up if you think it’s time we had a president who's 
going to fight for national health care, sign the Employee Free 
Choice Act, strengthen OSHA [Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration], defend Social Security, end the war, 
and protect American jobs? 

Well, congratulations — you just ans- 
wered the question that’s stumped all 
the commentators and columnists and 
consultants in Washington, DC who are 
asking how Barack Obama is going to 
win the votes of workers in states like 
Ohio, Michigan, Indiana, West Virginia 
and Pennsylvania. 

How can he do it? You've just said how: by 
speaking out about the issues that matter to 
working people. 

Of course, some folks have said that he 
needs a special strategy to reach out to blue 
collar workers. 

That he’s got to talk more about God 
because a lot of us care about religion — and 
more about hunting because, for some of us, 





in what was one of the most 
important speeches of the 
election, Richard Trumpka, 
secretary of the US trade union 
federation AFL-CIO, addressed 
the annual conference of the 
United Steelworkers and urged 
them to support Barack Obama. 
Speaking toa mostly white 
audience, drawn from 
communities where there was 
great unease about backinga 
black candidate, Trumpka 
tackled the issue of racism head 
on and in the process mobilised 
organised labour for Obama. 


Searchlight reproduces an extract 
from his speech. 


worked full-time helping laid off steelworkers in Chicago. 

On the other side you have John McCain who helped pass 
the trade laws that resulted in laid-off steelworkers in Chicago. 

What kind of man is John McCain? 

Let me read you a quote. Listen to what he said. This was 
on April 23rd in Youngstown, Ohio: “The biggest problem is 
not so much what’s happened with free trade, but our 
inability to adjust to a new world economy.” 

In other words, it’s not free trade’s fault 
your plant shut down and moved to Mexico 
or China. 

It’s your fault. If you can't adjust to free 
trade, well, suck it up: that’s your problem! 

Now, imagine for a second, if he’s going to 
Youngstown — of all places — and says that in 
an election year, what’s he going to do if he 
ever makes it to the White House? 

You see brothers and sisters, there’s not 
a single good reason for any worker — 
especially any union member — to vote 
against Barack Obama. 

There’s only one really bad reason to vote 
against him: because he’s not white. 

And I want to talk about that because I 
saw that for myself during the Pennsylvania 


primary. 


hunting is a religion. GCL ke - I went back home to vote in Nemacolin 
And there’s something to that: it shouldn't 00. : a and I ran into a woman I'd known for years. 
be any secret that he’s a Christian and that Nemacolins a dyin 54 She was active in Democratic politics when 


he’s for the 2nd Amendment. 

But, at the end of the day, what people are 
going to need to hear is that when it 
comes to protecting jobs, when it comes 
to protecting pensions, when it comes to 
health care, child care, pay equity for 
women, Social Security, Medicare, seeing 
to it that people can afford to go to college 
and buy a home — and restoring the right 
to collective bargaining — Barack Obama 
has always, always been on our side. 

This is a guy who's voted with labour 98 
per cent of the time! 

Now, contrast that with John McCain. 

On one side you have Barack: a man who 
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town. Therere no jobs 
here. Kids are moving 
away because there’ 
no future here. And 
here’ a man, Barack 
Obama, who’ going to 
fight for people like us 
and you wont vote for 
him because of the 
colour of his skin. » 





I was still in grade school. 

We got to talking and I asked if she’d made 
up her mind who she was supporting and she 
said: “Oh absolutely, I’m voting for Hillary, 
there’s no way I'd ever vote for Obama.” 

Well, why’s that? “Because he’s a Muslim.” 

I told her, “That’s not true — he’s as much 
a Christian as you and me, so what if 
he’s Muslim.” 

Then she shook her head and said, “He 
won't wear an American flag pin.” 

I don’t have one on and neither do you. 

But, “C’mon, he wears one plenty of 
times. He just says it takes more than 








wearing a flag pin tobe patriotic.” : = 





“Well, I just don’t trust him.” 

Why is that? 

Her voice dropped just a bit: “Because he’s black.” 

I said, “Look around. Nemacolin’s a dying town. 
There’re no jobs here. Kids are moving away because 
there’s no future here. And here’s a man, Barack 
Obama, who’s going to fight for people like us and you 
wont vote for him because of the colour of his skin.” 

Brothers and sisters, we can't tap dance around 
the fact that there are a lot of folks out there just like 
that woman. 

A lot of them are good union people; they just can't 
get past this idea that there’s something wrong with 
voting for a black man. Well, those of us who know 
better can't afford to look the other way. 

I’m not one for quoting dead philosophers, but back 
in the 1700s, Edmund Burke said: “All that is 
necessary for evil to triumph is for good people to do 
nothing.” Well, there’s no evil that’s inflicted more 
pain and more suffering than racism — and it’s 
something we in the labour movement have a special 
responsibility to challenge. 

It’s our special responsibility because we know, 
better than anyone else, how racism is used to divide 
working people. 

We've seen how companies set worker against 
worker — how they throw whites a few extra crumbs off 
the table — and how we all end up losing. 

But we've seen something else, too. We've seen that 
when we cross that colour line and stand together no 
one can keep us down. 

... | don't think we should be out there pointing fingers 
in people’s faces and calling them racist; instead we need 
to educate them that if they care about holding on to 
their jobs, their health care, their pensions, and their 
homes — if they care about creating good jobs with 
clean energy, child care, pay equity for women | 
workers — there’s only going to be one candidate / 
on the ballot this fall who's on their side ... only (7 
one candidate who's going to stand up for their © 
families ... only one candidate who's earned |. ~ 
their votes ... and his name is Barack Obama! 

And come November we are going to elect ) 
him president. 





escttl 


The steel blitz for Obama 
opposing ‘McSame and Failin’ 
Jason Hunter was part of a delegation of trade 


unionists who went to the USA with Searchlight 
to witness the union election mobilisation. 


Richard Trumpka’s speech helped pull the United 
Steelworkers fully behind Obama and from then on the 
union committed the whole machinery to the campaign. 

Over one third of the Union’s full-time staff worked full- 
time for at least six months on the election campaign. 

A further 200 lay activists were seconded directly from 
steel plants and paid by the union. This included one 
Activist Corps Captain for each steel town. Each of them 
enthused members locally to get stuck in for Obama. 

During the day, these local leaders engaged directly 
with members under the union education programme. 
Yet all were expected to lead by example, doing activity 
before and after the standard shift campaigning among 
the general public. 

Chuck Rocha (pictured), United Steelworkers’ Political 
Officer, explained after ten years of hard work, 70% of steel 
workers back the Democrats and they are much more likely 
to vote. We saw the “steel blitz” at work in Pittsburgh, three 
rallies on a Saturday in different localities. The Union 

President, local activists and Dan Mooney, owner of 
“the Steelers’, the local football club, exhorted 100 
union members at each to go straight out door 
» knocking, to sign up for some activity and to take 
the union-specific Obama t-shirts and materials. 
Throughout there was a frank discourse on the 
thorny issue of race. Many steel workers were 

happy to back Hillary Clinton, but struggled 

_with the idea of a black candidate. 

\ All unions tackled this head on. 
As Leo Garrard put it, “do you care 
) more about a white man in the White 
| House than you do about your jobs, 
JF pay, homes or families?” Union 
literature compared the voting records 
of candidates on key union issues. 








Batacr, 











Missing the point of 


by Anthony Painter 


AMERICA HAS SHOWN a different side 
of itself. It has moved on to a large 
extent from its racially charged past. 
The lazy assumption, prevalentin — 
much of the British media and 
commentariat, that America’s racism 
would prevent a Barack Obama 
victory was shown to be dud. 

Racial division and injustice do, of 
course, persist but they are no longer a 
driving dynamic of American politics. 

On Sunday 19 October, Colin Powell 
went on the unsurpassable Meet the 
Press on NBC. His purpose was to 
endorse Obama but his articulation of 
the state of American race relations 
was one of the more profound 
interjections during the long 2007-08 
presidential campaign. 

He took the accusations that 
Obama was a Muslim not a Christian 
head-on in masterful fashion. 

Powell said: “He is not a Muslim, 

he’s a Christian. He’s always been a 
Christian. But the really right answer 
is, what if he is? Is there something 
wrong with being a Muslim in this 
country? The answer's no, that’s 

not America.’ 

Powell went on to describe a picture 
that he had seen in a magazine. 

“As the picture focused in, you could 
see the writing on the headstone. 
And it gave his awards — Purple Heart, 
Bronze Star - showed that he died in 
Iraq, gave his date of birth, his date of 
death. He was 20 years old. And at the 
top of the headstone, it didn’t have a 
Christian cross, it didn’t have a Star of 
David, it had a crescent and the star 
of the Islamic faith. And his name 

was Kareem Rashad Sultan Khan, 

and he was American. He was born in 
New Jersey.’ 

The purpose of quoting Colin 
Powell's interview at length is that it 
demonstrates that racial identity and 
dialogue will forever be part of the 
American political landscape. It also 
demonstrates that America has 
shown a maturity in dealing with 
these issues that is admirable. 

The scars of racial conflict and the 
wounds of segregation are so deep 
and so near that, rather like other 
nations that have experienced bloody 
conflict and division, there has to be 
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an honest public discourse to 
confront inner demons. 

What was particularly notable 
during the campaign - a campaign 
that was won by a formidable 
candidate who demonstrated that he 
had the temperament to confront the 
twin crises of a nose-diving economy 
and failing foreign policy — was 
reserve and distinction in handling 
the race issue in the main. 

Obama implored America in his 
brilliant speech on race in 
Philadelphia in March: “To continue 
the long march of those who came 
before us, a march for a more just, 
more equal, more free, more caring 
and more prosperous America’. 

The nation could accept a politics that 
“breeds division, conflict and 
cynicism’. Alternatively, it could say 
“not this time”. Well, in America, in 
2008, a nation stood enthralled, 
watched and listened and this time, 
this historical year, found their 
collective voice and cried out, “not 
this time”. 

That is not to say that race did not 
rear its ugly head from time to time. 
Ironically, right-wing shock jocks and 
Fox News aside, it did so mainly 
during the Democratic primaries with 
the flailing campaign of Hillary 
Clinton reaching for anything it could 
throw at Obama. 

He couldn't win the Hispanic vote; 
there was a Bradley effect (where, for 
some bizarre reason, white voters lie 
to pollsters thereby inflating 
predicted support for candidates); 
white, working-class voters in 
battleground states wouldn't trust 
him; then there was all the Jeremiah 
Wright business; this is just what 
happens when “they” get behind their 
candidate and it happened with 
Jesse Jackson before; you think this is 
bad, just wait until the Republican 


attack machine gets its teeth into him. 


It was tediously predictable and 
completely self-serving. It also failed. 
None of this is to suggest that race 
played no part in the election. It did 
but it was by no means the most 
significant factor. Only 9% of voters 
considered race to be the “single most 
important factor” or one of “several 





important factors” in determining 
their vote. Within this 9% Obama had 
a lead of 53% to 46%. In other words, 
when you look at the national picture, 
race may actually have given a small 
net benefit to Obama. 

Race does still cut across politics in 
a number of areas: mainly the Deep 
South and areas of Appalachia that 
have a mix of religion and economic 
deprivation, most notably West 
Virginia and western Pennsylvania. 
This was not enough to deny Obama 
his victory and some spectacular 
results in red (Republican) states such 
as North Carolina, Indiana, Virginia, 
Colorado, Nevada and even Florida. 

As for the response of the British 
media, it is interesting that, given we 
assumed America to be a nation 
imprisoned by its racist past, 
we displayed such an obsession 


(eo) Ta) 
Powell 





Obama 


with race. The issues that determined this 
election were character, the economy, 
foreign policy, energy and healthcare. 

To pluck just one example of many, 

The Guardian reported on the morning 
after the election: “The Democrat's race 
had a measurable effect with 55% of 
white male voters backing his Republican 
opponent”. It went on to report that his 
poll lead had fallen some way short of the 
predicted margin of the daily tracking 
polls, which: “may revive debate about the 
so-called Bradley effect”. 

Well, The Guardian failed to point out 
that Obama’s support among white men 
was measurably higher than that 
achieved by Al Gore or John Kerry. It also 
failed to report that the Bradley effect is 
completely discredited and that Obama's 
margin of victory, 6.5%, was actually 
above the most comprehensive statistical 
prediction of his final poll lead carried out 
by www.fivethirtyeight.com. 

Putting the farcical debate about 
whether there could a British Barack 
Obama firmly to one side, there are 
lessons in this for Britain. We have 
assumed a superiority over America about 
the manner in which we handle race 
relations. It is not at all clear following this 
year's presidential election that assumed 
superiority is warranted. 

There were low points but overall the 
American political and media 
establishment handled the issue of race 
extremely sensitively and intelligently. 
The American people mostly averted their 
gaze from division and, whether they 
voted Republican or Democrat, 
concentrated on the real issues at hand. 

The British media mostly focused on 
race. Our dialogue about these very 
serious issues will have to be elevated and 
matured. Largely we missed the point in 
2008. It was about Barack Obama the 
candidate, not Barack Obama the African- 
American candidate. America has shown 
us the fruits of open and honest dialogue. 
It is now up to us to follow suit. <i 


Anthony Painter's Barack Obama: 
The Movement for Change is 


reltlelitjattelehgetea-lelt siete) eal) 
December. His blog can be read at 
http://www.anthonypainter.co.uk. 








BARACK OBAMA'S 2008 campaign was the best campaign since, well, 
Karl Rove’s 2004 Republican campaign. There is an important point here. 
In terms of campaign techniques, Obama ’08 was an evolution. The real 
difference was the inspirational force of the campaign. In time, what 
Obama has built could be seen as a movement: the movement for change. 

Much has been written about the campaign's use of technology but that 
is not the true story of the campaign. The real success story was the way in 
which an organisation that had anything up to six million volunteers, three 
million donors and multiple field offices achieved new levels of voter 
engagement and registration across a wider area. 

It wasn't quite a “50 state strategy” but it wasn't far off. Previously, 
Democratic campaigns had focused on urban and suburban counties. 
Obama ’08 extended into small towns and rural areas. As a consequence, 
Obama’08 is now a national organisation that could initiate change at the 
local, city, state and national level in a myriad of ways so far unseen. It will 
also prove to be useful for President Obama not only in his re-election bid 
but in putting pressure on Congress to support his legislative proposals. 

What are the lessons to be drawn? A key one (apart from the virtue of 
having a limitlessly charismatic candidate in touch with the mood of the 
times with a policy package that has wide appeal) is the need to focus on 
organisation. 

A central insight that Obama gleaned from the Chicago founders 
of building change motivated organisations is multiply like a virus. 
Rather than focusing on outputs such as “voter contacts”, which still 
obsess the Labour party in the UK, Obama’s campaign recruited and 
trained campaign organisers who would then recruit and train others. 

It was essentially a political pyramid-selling scheme. The central 
campaign would monitor and motivate the organisation rather than simply 
collate data about voter engagement. In this way it was focused on people 
and relationships rather than on constructing a machine with measured 
outputs. That explained its success. It was organic, local and connected but 
coordinated and managed also; top down and bottom up. 

The challenge for Obama is to de-personify this movement. If he 
succeeds in building this into the movement that sustains a Democratic 
coalition (one that is now feasible) for beyond two presidential terms, his 
influence on the future of American society and politics will be indelible. 
His objective must now be to motivate a generation or even generations of 
change: the movement for change can make that happen. 
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In Spain the iconic Dolores Ibarruri, known as ‘La Pasionaria’, declared 


“It is better to die on your feet than live on your knees” 
Wear the principles of anti-fascism that have stood the test of time 
from Jarama to Barking. 


100% cotton. Available from waww.philosophyfootball.com. 
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sporting outfitters of intellectual distinction 
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Hazleton Mayor Lou Barletta (left) campaigns 
with Senator Rick Santorum in 2006 
(below) Tom Tancredo 


Immigration Reform Caucus (HIRC), 
finished the 2008 election almost exactly 
where it was at the end of the 2006 
election — a major potential obstruction. 

Going into this year's election, the HIRC 
swelled to 114 members: 106 
Republicans and eight Democrats. 
Fourteen members, including HIRC 
founder Tancredo, did not seek 
re-election. Despite the failure of nativism 
as a wedge, only ten HIRC members lost 
their seats. Ninety-one HIRC members 
will be returning to Congress, just one shy 
of the 92 who survived the 2006 election. 

With a 90% electoral success rate, 

73 of the 90 co-sponsors of the Birthright 
Citizenship Act of 2007 will be returning 
(nine didn’t run again, seven lost). 

The Bill would gut a core clause of the 
14th Amendment, a cornerstone of 
American civil rights. 

Over in the Senate, the recently 
formed corollary to the HIRC, the US 
Senate Border Security Caucus, remained 
small but largely intact. Eleven SBSC 
members went into the election. At least 


nine will be returning to the Senate: four 
winning re-election and five not up this 
time. The only loss was Elizabeth Dole. 
Saxby Chambliss did not get enough 
votes in Georgia to win outright and 

will have to compete in a runoff election 
in December. 

The SBSC will have to contend with 
five newly elected senators supportive of 
immigration reform: Kay Hagan (North 
California), Jeanne Shaheen (New 
Hampshire), Mark Udall (Colorado), 

Tom Udall (New Mexico), and 
Mark Warner (Virginia). 

With Democratic successes this year, 
the likelihood of the HIRC and SBSC 
passing anti-immigrant legislation is 





lower, but the bloc has the potential to 
stall or cripple good legislation. 

In courting influence, nativist groups 
had varying return from the $180,124 
total they threw at the election. Of the 
congressional races to which the nativist 
US Immigration Reform PAC contributed, 
six won (five were incumbents), while 
four challenger candidates lost. 

Their congressional contributions were 
down this year, with nearly a third of 
contributions going to nativist 
candidates in the Republican presidential 
primaries. Team America PAC split, with 
seven wins, seven losses and one still too 
close to call (five incumbents, six 
challengers, four open seats). They didn't 
actually give any money, but candidates 
supported by the Americans for Legal 
Immigration PAC didn't fare well, with six 
losses, two wins, and one still too close to 
call (five of the nine were incumbents). 

The two largest factions of the nativist 
vigilante Minutemen gave up entirely on 
congressional races and set their political 
sights on Barack Obama. The Declaration 
Alliance Minuteman Civil Defense Corps 
PAC spent $46,258 on direct mail attacks 
against Obama, and the Minuteman PAC 
also spent $58,266 on anti-Obama mail. 
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